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rite  Speaker  of  On*  House  of  Representatives 
'I’lx'  Nlajority  Leader  of  llx*  Senate 

In  response'  to  your  re'eiuesi,  this  trmisition  se-ries  report  disc  us^es 
tnajor  jioliey,  management,  and  program  issues  faeing  ilt<‘  <  ongiess 
and  the  lu'vv  adminislialion  at  the  Nattonal  Ai'roiiauiies  and  S|iai  e 
Aeltninist ration  (nasa).  'I'his  report  reetignizes  th<‘  <  hanges  iliai  have 
oeetirred  since  our  first  nasa  transition  report  1  ye'ais  ago  and 
summaii/a's  th<'  current  <dialleng<'s  facing  the  ageiu  y:  ( I )  Lringiiig 
plans  itt  line  with  likely  budgets,  (2)  managing  systt'ins  d<  vi'|opm.  fit 
more  efficiently,  (:i)  iiiifirovtng  ope'ralions  ami  oveisight.  and 
('!)  prc'servittg  U.S.  aeronautics  leade-rship. 

As  part  of  our  high-risk  s<>ries  on  progratn  are'Jts  vulnerable  to  waste, 
frauei,  abuse',  attd  mismanageiix'tit,  we  are*  issuing  a  sepatati'  lepoi  i 
that  also  addresses  some!  of  nasa’s  currettl  challenges,  nasa  Conlracl 
Management  (UAo/ilH-tia-ii,  Dee-.  1!M»2). 

The  (;ao  prrKiuct.s  upon  whUii  this  transition  series  repon  is  liased 
are  listeel  at  the'  <'nd  of  the  n'poit. 

We  are  also  .sending  copies  of  this  report  to  tln'  i’residenl  -eh'ct.  th<' 
Republican  leade'iship  of  the  (arngre.ss,  and  the' 
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NASA  Issues 


In  our  November  10H8  transition  rei)ort,  we 
noted  that  nasa  nee<led  to  f  1 )  lanneh 
planetaiy  missions  on  time, 

(2)  institutionalize  a  life-eycU*  cost 
management  approach  for  the  S})ace  .Station, 
and  (3)  develop  a  stratt'gic  jilan  and  r(*porl 
full  project  costs  to  the  Congress.  Since  that 
time,  most  of  tliese  issui's  have  Ix'en  at  Ustst 
partly  resolved. 

When  we  issued  that  repf)rl.  .s'asa's  program 
officials  had  established  the  protection  of 
launch  opportunities  for  fotir  nn-vor 
plattetaiA’  missions  as  their  highest  priority. 
The  agency  met  the  mission  schedules  that 
were  in  place  at  that  time.  nas.\’s  only 
rentaining  planet jiry  mission  current  1.'  under 
development — the  Cassini  mi.ssion  to 
Saturn — is  scheduled  for  launcli  in 
October  1997. 

In  our  report,  we  discussed  the  long-tentt 
cost  savings  potentid  of  a  life-cycle  co.st 
management  approach  for  the  Space  Station 
program.  However,  the  comprehensive  use 
of  such  ai\  approach,  which  can  entail  higher 
near-tenn  development  costs,  has  been 
hampered  by  budget  levels  lower  than  those 
required  to  support  the  program’s  planned 
content  and  pace.  As  a  practical  matter,  with 
budgets  below  planned  levels  likely  to 
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NASA 


continue  for  tlte  foreseeable  future,  tin* 
life-cycle  approach  (  aunt)!  be  fully 
implemented  until  upgraded  and 
replacement  systems  are  needed  <n  er  tlu* 
Space  Station’s  operating  life, 

NASA  still  does  not  report  complete  cost 
estimates  on  ;ill  its  significaiu  projects,  but  it 
has  improved  its  reporting  of  cost  estimates 
on  selected  major  developmejit  effuns 
Under  an  agreement  wth  its  congressional 
authorization  and  appropriations 
subcommittees,  nasa  currently  reports  more 
comprehensive  cost  estimates  on  appro\'e(l 
development  projects  when  contractors' 
costs  to  research  and  develop  them  are 
estimaletl  at  $200  million  or  more. 

In  the  late  1080s,  nasa  intended  to  develop  a 
strategic  plan.  However,  no  plan  was  issued 
until  NASA  was  directed  by  the  Congress  to 
prepare  one  in  association  with  its  fiscal 
year  1993  budget  request.  Tliat  plan  was 
deficient  in  a  number  of  significant  w  ays. 
Specific  problems  with  the  plan  iire 
discussed  below  in  relation  to  a  mismatch  of 
more  than  $15  billion  between  the  agency's 
current  5-year  plan  and  its  likely  budgets.  In 
addition,  this  report  discusses  other  major 
issues  facing  nasa’s  management.  All  of 
these  is.sues  are  known  to  nasa’s 
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NASA  IssiH'ti 


maitageitient  and,  in  v'ar>'ing  degna's,  an* 
currently  being  addressed  by  the  agency. 


Pa«<!  (i 
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Bringing  Plans  in  Line  With  Likely 
Budgets 


NASA’s  Strategic  and  jirograju  |>Ians  tor  riitiin* 
ytNirs  do  not  ade(juately  rccognizt*  tfa*  likely 
level  of  avNiilable  resources.  From  ihe 
mid-l!).S0.s  until  last  ye;u',  nasa’s  l)udget 
increasi'd  from  less  than  $S  l)illi<)n  to  o\  e{ 

■sl  l  billion.  However,  the  agency’s  fiscal  year 
IhDd  budgt't  is  e.ssentially  unchau)4<‘d  from 
that  of  1{)92,  and  nasa  has  been  told  to 
expect  only  modest  budget  growth  in  tin* 
near  future.  Hut  n.vsa’s  plans  call  for  inline 
budgets  that  are  well  abo\a>  likely  funding 
levels. 

The  ovenili  situation  is  ('xacerbated  h>  tlm 
increasing  sh;ire  of  na.sa’s  total  budget  that  is 
scheduled  for  the  agency’s  largest  programs. 
In  its  fisctU  yetir  199d  budget  submission. 
na.sa  called  for  over  $15  billion  more  for 
fiscal  yetirs  1993  through  1997  than  the 
President’s  budget,  n.as.Vs  11  largerst 
programs  would  absorb  over  Ihree-ijuarlers 
of  the  funding  called  for  in  the  President’s 
budget.  Programs  with  too  much  content 
and  too  fast  a  pace  are  a  prescription  for  an 
annual  cycle  of  cutbacks,  restructuring, 
stretching  of  projects  over  more  time  than 
was  planned,  and  potential  tenninations,  as 
costs  are  postimned. 
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Need  for 
Iinproveinont 
Strategic  Plan 


Improvement 
?]ffc)rts  Under 
Way 


I'laiis  iit  l.im-  Hitli  i.tkfiy 


In  late  1988,  wf  pointed  out  that  nasa  needed 
to  develop  a  strategic  plan  that  clearly  stated 
the  agern  y's  vision  for  the  future  and  the 
steps  needed  to  re;dize  that  future  in  an 
affordable  manner.  An  effective  strategic- 
plan  could  provide  a  rational  basis  for 
helping  na.<a  bring  the  content  and  pace  of 
its  programs  more  in  line  with  likely  future 
budgets. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations 
directed  nasa  to  complete  an  agencywide 
strategic  plan  by  the  time  the  fiscal  year  1993 
budget  w'as  submitted  to  the  Congress.  The 
Conunittee  specified  certain  criteria  for  the 
plan,  including  setting  priorities,  anticipating 
mote  modest  future  builget  growih,  and 
coming  to  grips  with  accurate  cost 
estimates.  In  Janutuy  1992,  nasa  published  a 
strategic  plan  called  Vision  21.  However,  the 
plan  did  not  indicate  mission  priorities. 

.strike  a  balance  betw^een  .strategic  planning 
and  budgeting,  or  discuss  plans  for 
imprening  co.st  estimates. 


Tlie  NASA  Administrator  has  stated  that  the 
development  of  a  new  strategic  plan  that 
matches  specific  program  goals  with 
realistic  budgets  is  one  of  his  highest 
priorities.  Also,  nasa  officials  told  us  they 


8 


GA(V(X;(1  ;t3-27TR  NASA  Issues 


lit  Willi 


will  tjoi  j)iir,sij(‘  their  nij^or  programs  as 
( tirreatly  plamusl  at  the  expense  of  other 
essenfi<iJ  aetivitit's  if  budget  constrmnts 
re<iuire  ajfiusinuMtts  to  programs.  They  are 
working  to  reshape  their  prograttis  in 
recognition  of  more  constniined  future 
funding,  and  an  agencywide  review'  is  under 
way  with  a  gojU  of  reducing  the  future  cost 
of  n.a.sa’s  major  progniins.  However,  the 
tdfects  of  NASA’s  efforts  to  bring  the  content 
and  pace  of  its  prognuns  more  in  line  with 
likely  budgets  will  not  be  knowm  until  the 
agency  makes  its  fiscal  year  1994  budget 
re(|uest. 


CAO/fK'G-M-aTTR  NASA  Issue 


Managing  Systcans  Dt^velopinent  More 
Elfficiently 


In  iiKiiiauin^  ils  rest -an  li  and  d<-vt‘l(  spiiimt 
t'tiorls.  \\s\  must  nstahlish  realistic  cost, 
schedule,  and  technical  performance  rioals 
and  Iluai  woik  to  identify  and  mitii.:ate 
[irohlems  that  can  sienific.mlly  increase 
costs,  disrupt  schedules,  and  impair 
performance  Currently.  howe\'er,  sasa 
projects  often  cost  more  than  estimated, 
fre(|ueutly  do  not  meet  schedules,  and 
sometimes  jierform  at  lower  le\  els  than 
orii^inally  lorecasi,  Su<  h  cost,  scheilule,  and 
performance  problems  ansi'  for  a  myriad  of 
reasons,  some  ot  which  s  \sa  can  o\  eieome. 
WsA  must  be  willing  to  set  }>norities.  identify 
and  ptirstie  <  ost  ellccti\e  alteniat iees,  and 
terminate  low  prioi'iiy  projei  ts  Two  effoils 
that  currently  deseiA  e  spec  ial  attention  from 
N  \s,\'s  mana.Uemcnt  are  the  Space  Station 
I'reedom  and  .Advanced  .^olid  K'oeket  Motor 

{ A''i;\i )  pi'i  >o(  , lilts. 


S{)ac('  Statioii’.s 
C'oiitimiinw 


NASA  faces  a  major  challenge  in  ki‘t‘pin,s’ 
development  of  the  Sjiac  e  Station  on 
s(  hedule  and  witliin  its  estimated  cost 
without  adversely  affecting’  the  facility’s 
remaininj^  scimitific  puriiose— mic  rogiavity 
and  life  scieuci'  research.  This  chalk'nge  will 
be  especially  difficult  liecause  of  the 
ex|H'cfation  of  only  modt'st  growth  in  nasa’s 
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1  .IVm  M-iit  i> 


luHl^t'i  and  thf  proma’n’s  limited  (iiiancial 
fspj'cially  I'nr  flin  next  few  yixtrs. 

\As,\  t'siiiuairs  that  Spact'  Station  Fnaaioin 
will  (■(•St  sdn  l»iili(»n  to  develop,  eonstnict, 
and  operate  throui’h  Iddd,  when  permanent 
oeeiipaitcy  of  the  facility  is  sehednhai  to 
bes’in.  Ilowexer,  we  ha\’v  repoi1(Mi  that  this 
estimate  should  be  at  least  ^  h)  billion 
because  of  additional  e(juii)ment,  assembly, 
and  operations  costs  related  to  th(‘  facility, 
including  a  crew  n‘seue  veiticle  and  a 
centiifui'e  for  life  science  expt'rinumts.  The 
lot;il  estimated  })rogram  cost  increases  tt) 
about  $118  billion  because  another 
$78  billion  will  be  nt'edt'd  to  keep  the  facility 
fully  opt'ratittnal  between  2000  and  2027. 

Effoits  are  under  way  to  examine  how  to  cut 
tin'  j)ro.t’ram’s  cost.  Some  of  these  efforts 
may  haul  to  iiu-reasini’  reliance  oit  otlu'r 
countrie.s’  funding,  technolog.v,  or  space 
hardware  for  the  station.  One  such  initiative 
is  an  asse.ssment  of  the  potentiirl  for 
adapting  a  Ku.ssiati  spacecraft  for  use  as  a 
crew  rescue  vehicle  in  lieu  of  nasa’s 
developing  and  const  meting  the  vehicle  at  a 
cost  well  in  excess  of  $1  billioti. 
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Reduced  Need  for 
New  Rocket 
Motor 


MminriMiK  Mon- 

i;m.  i.  iill* 


'n\(‘  ASKM  was  iiUeiulfd  lo  fiiliaiu  e  the  s{)a<  c 
sluiUlo’s  saffty  and  r(*lial)i!ity  aiul  tcj  provide 
an  additional  12,00t)  pounds  of  lift.  So  kar, 
the  askm's  dt‘v<*lopint‘nl  cost  has  ,'iltnosf 
doubled— to  a  tot;d  of  more  tlian  $S  billion. 
Also,  tile  asijm's  first  fliifhi  lias  slippt'd  tiy 
over  years  since  tlie  jirof^rani  was  first 
approved,  and  anotht-r  delay  of  about  2  years 
is  expected.  The  cost  of  this  addifionai  delay 
is  not  yet  known. 

NASA  advisory  groups  ha\  e  questioned  the 
development  of  the  askm  because  the  motor 
currently  in  use  has  proven  safe  and  relialih* 
since  being  redesigned  after  tlie  ChaJlenger 
accident.  In  addition,  tlie  only  two  shuttle 
payloads  reiiuiring  tin*  added  lift  tlu'  ashm 
would  provide  wen*  the  Advanced  X-ray 
Astrophysics  Facility  and  the  Space  Station’s 
laboratory  modules,  Tlie  X-ray  facilily  v.ill 
now  be  launched  in  smaller  payloa  Is. 
Moreover,  as  currently  si  heduled,  the  as  m 
will  not  be  available  in  time  to  launch  the 
IJ.S.  laboratory'  module  for  the  Space 
Station,  although  it  may  be  available  for  the 
Japanese  and  Fairopean  lalioratory  modules, 
ntimately,  the  ashm  may  not  be  needed  at  all 
to  help  launch  Space  Station  P'reedom.  nasa 
is  currently  evaluating  alternatives  to  the 
space  shuttle  for  launching  the  station. 
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Improving  Oper  at  ions  ami  Oversight 


NASA  (*an  improvf  its  eificK-iu  y  aiul 
1‘nV‘ctivt‘iu‘ss  by  chantimij  tin-  way  it 
manaj’i's  its  nuijor  (iperatioHal  systi'ia— llu> 
space  shuttle— and  the  way  it  oversees  its 
contractors.  By  sfrenji>llu>nin.t;  its  jjnidaiu  t* 
and  oversijjhf.  nas\  could  imiirove  its 
operatini’  elTiciency  and  reduce  ttu'  risk  of 
inconsistent  an<l  substandard  pi'rfonnance 
by  its  field  (  enters  and  contractors 
Contractor  oveixiuht  i ould  also  be  enhaiu cd 
by  improvements  m  accountiniij  for  and 
reporiinj*  contractors'  costs  and 
government -owned  pro|>erty, 


Shuttle  Targeted  The  spai'e  slmttle  is  the  only  1  ’  S.  vehicle  for 
for  Reduet  ion  carrying  humans  into  space,  and  if  u  ill  have 

to  continue  operating  into  the  21st  centur>- 
To  keep  it  flying,  n.vsa  must  upgrade 
components  to  prevent  olisolescence  and 
improve  some  subsystems  to  maintain  safety 
margins,  'file  i>rogram  to  operate  and 
maint.'iin  the  shuttle  is  nasa's  tuost  expensive 
one.  It  is,  therefore,  the  mo.sl  likely  program 
to  yield  significant  savings  from  the  use  of 
more  efficient  operating  procedures.  The 
shuttle  currently  consumes  well  over  a 
quarter  of  nasa’s  budget,  and  the  agency  is 
trying  to  significantly  reduce  the  system’s 
future  operating  costs.  To  do  so  may  require 
that  many  fliglit  processing  procedures  and 
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N(‘('(l  (or 
Ini[)r()V('m('iii 
Con  tract - 
ManagODKMit 
Activities 


n>l;it«*(}  ilocimu-ntalioii  ri‘quir<>ni»*nts  (»' 
streamliiuMl  cr  fliiiiiiiatfd,  SpeciiU  c;ir«*  must 
t)(>  lakt'u  to  st‘t‘  tluit  this  struamliaiiig  does 
not  coniproinist*  tin*  sah’ty  of  j>rouiu( 
pt>rsoiuu-l  or  crews. 


s.\s.\  sjM'iuis  almost  PC  percent  of  its  funds 
each  year  on  contracts,  and  since  the  late 
likSOs,  the  afjency  lias  acknowh'dj^ed  in  its 
Fedmal  Manai'ers’  Financial  Integrity  Act 
repotls  that  its  contract  management  is 
inad<>{iuate.  Without  effective  management 
of  its  contracts,  n,\s,n  cannot  reasonably 
ensure  that  its  contract  funding  is  properly 
used  and  accounted  for.  In  some  caases, 
inadeiiuate  contractor  oversight  has 
contributed  to  cost  increa.ses,  schedule 
delays,  and  perfonnance  problems  with 
space  eiiiiipment. 

NASA’s  difficulties  in  contract  management 
stem  mostly  from  three  nuijor  problems.  Tlie 
first  is  the  previously  discussed  mismatch 
between  plans  and  budgets.  With  such  a  high 
proportion  of  its  budget  linked  to  contracts, 
NA.sA  is  forced  to  atljust  the  planned  content 
and  pace  of  work  under  contract  when 
optimistic  expectations  are  met  with  funding 
levels  substantially  lower  than  planned. 
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"Hie  Other  two  {)roblem.s  involve  instaiu  es  of 
noncoinpliance  by  nasa’s  field  centers  with 
contract  inanagentent  re(}uireinents  and  the 
use  of  ineffective  procedures  and  systems  in 
overseeing  contractors.  The  latter  problem 
includes  inadequacies  in  nasa’s  accounting, 
reporting,  and  property  management 
systems.  For  ex:m\ple,  contractors’  costs  and 
reports  on  government-owned  property  i\re 
.sometimes  not  received,  are  filed  late,  or 
contain  errors  and  insufficient  detail.  In 
addition,  the  results  of  property  management 
system  surv’eys  that  are  intended  to  provide 
NASA  with  reasonable  assurance  titat  its 
contractors’  property  reports  are  reliable  are 
not  always  reported  to  nasa.  nasa  also  has  a 
long-standing  and  well-recogmzed  need  to 
develop  an  adequate  agencywide  accounting 
system  to  help  improve  its  oversight  of 
contractors  by  providing  more  timely  and 
accurate  information.  However,  nasa’s 
efforts  have  been  slow,  and  the  agency’s 
planning  for  the  new  system  has  been 
inadequate. 

NA.SA  now  has  an  opportunity  to  correct  its 
financial  management  weaknesses.  A  Chief 
Financial  Officer  providing  strong  and 
sustained  leadersltip  covild  greatly  improve 
the  agency’s  financial  management  systems 
and  operations  by  eliminating  existing 
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system  weaknesses  and  expediting  die 
development  and  im[)lementation  of  the  new 
system. 

NA.SA  has  taken,  or  plans  to  take,  steps  to 
correct  most  of  the  contract  management 
and  contractor  oversight  problems  discu.s.sed 
in  oiir  reports  in  recent  years,  nasa  officiaJs 
have  also  initiated  other  corrective  actions  in 
contract  management  and  related  areas. 
n.asa’s  problems  have  been  many  years  in  the 
making,  and  they  will  not  be  corrected 
quickly  or  easily,  na.sa’s  management  faces  a 
fomiidable  challenge  that  will  require  vision, 
perseverance,  and  strong  leadership. 
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Preserving  U 


Research  Support 
Limitations 


S.  Aer  onautics  Leadersiiip 


Foreign  couipauies  havo  mack*  sigiiificaiil 
gicins  in  tin*  globiiJ  inarkc*t  for  aeronautics 
produc  ts  at  the*  c'xpense  of  I  '.S. 
manufac'turers.  Accordiitg  to  the  National 
Resejirclt  Counc  il,  forc'ign  companic's  now 
dominate  the  general  aviatioii'commuter 
market,  seriously  threatf*n  the  subsonic  jet 
transport  m.mkc't,  and  are  positioning 
fhemselvc's  for  a  h>ading  role  in  the 
supersonic  transport  m;irkc‘t.  'Hce  Council 
also  noted  that  foreign  govenmu'nt.s,  in 
concetl  with  their  industries,  have  iiu  reasc'd 
their  investments  in  aeronautics  researc  h 
and  development,  especially  for  the  subsonic- 
jet  transport  market.  A  major  mrline 
manufacturer  vjUues  this  market  at  between 
$1.6  trillion  and  $1.8  trillion  through  2030. 


NAS.\  is  responsible  for  helping  the  U.S. 
aeronautics  industry  maintain  its  leadership 
position.  However,  n.as.Vs  aeronautics 
research  funding  has  been  limited  relative  to 
the  agency’s  overall  budget.  Ait  anttlysis  of 
NASA’s  budget  over  the  last  20  years 
illustrates  that  the  agency  has  placed  greater 
emphasis  on  space  progrmns  than  it  has  on 
aeronautics  programs.  In  fiscal  year  1902, 
NA.SA  budgeted  about  $1  billion — about 
7  percent  of  its  total  budget — for  its 
aeronautics  jtrogram. 
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Moreover,  within  its  limited  aeronatifics 
budget,  NASA  has  emphasized  fundamental 
research  rather  than  systents  technology 
(demoitstration  and  validation)  efforts. 

VMiile  useful  in  supporting  long-tenn 
competitiveness,  fund:unent:il  research  is 
less  likely  tr)  affect  near-tenn 
competitiveness.  I -nder  current  policies, 

NASA  has  limited  its  support  for  the  .systems 
technology  efforts  needed  to  reduce  the 
aeronautics  indu.stry’s  economic  and 
technical  risks  in  applying  new  technology. 

NASA  has  devoted  oitly  a  small  part  of  its 
research  activities  to  the  area  with  the 
greatest  near-tenn  .sales  potential — large, 
sub.sonicjet  transports.  In  addition,  na.sa  has 
not  adequately  .supported  the  U.S.  industry’s 
aircraft  wind  tunnel  test  requirentents. 

NASA  recently  reorganized  to  achieve  a  better 
balance  of  its  aeronautics  research  and 
technology  programs  in  sub-,  super-,  and 
hypersonics.  However,  given  existing 
policies,  it  will  be  difficult  for  nasa  to  put 
more  emphasis  on  systems  technology  work. 
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Related  GAO  Products 


NASA:  Large  Programs  May  Consimie 
Increasing  Share  of  Limited  Future  Budgets 
((:a()/nsiai)-!*2-278,  Sept.  4,  1992). 

NASA  Budget:  Potential  Shortfalls  in  Funding 
NASA’s  5-Year  Plan  (('.A()/r-NSiAi)-!>2-i8,  Mar.  17, 
1992). 

NASA  5-Year  Planning  ((Mo/NSiAD-fc-i-'wH,  Feb. 
19,  1992). 

NA.SA  Issues  (r.AO/()(’G-S!»-|.">TH,  Nov.  1988). 


Systems  Space  Sluittle:  Status  of  Advanced  Solid 

Development  Rocket  Motor  Program  (r.Ao/NsiAD-av’c., 

Nov.  17,  1992). 

Space  Programs:  na.sa’s  Independent  Cost 
Estimating  Capability  Needs  Improvement 
((■.A(VNsiAi)-‘tt-7;{,  Nov.  5,  1992). 

Space  Station:  Status  of  Financial  Reserves 
(OAO/N.siAD  !»2-27‘>,  July  20,  1992). 

Weather  Satellites:  Action  Needed  to  Resolve 
Status  of  the  U.S.  Geostationary  Satellite 
Program  (f;AO/NsiAr)-!>i-252,  July  24,  1991). 


Plans  and 
Budgets 
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Operations  and 
Oversight 
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Questions  Remain  on  the  Costs,  Uses,  and 
Risks  of  the  Redesigned  Space  Station 
(OAo/r  NsiAD-'M-JC.,  May  1,  1991).  ^ 

Space  Transportation:  nasa  Has  No  Fiim 
Need  for  Increasingly  Costly  Orbital 
Maneuvering  Vehicle  (c.AO/NsiAn-w-ife, 

July  31,  1990). 


NA.SA  Contract  Management  (c.AO/nR-o.i-ii, 

Dec.  1992). 

Financial  Management:  nasa’s  Financial 
Reports  Are  Based  on  Unreliable  Data 
(ga(va™i)-!«..3,  Oct.  29,  1992). 

NASA  Procurement:  Opportunities  to  Improve 
Contract  Management  (gao/t  Ns^AD-92-.^3, 

May  7,  1992). 

NASA  Procurement:  Improving  the 
Management  of  Delegated  Contract 
Functions  (c.AO/NsiAD-!r2-7.''>,  Mar.  27,  1992). 

NASA  Procurement:  Approach  to  Sharing  Risk 
Under  Certain  Research  and  Development 
Contracts  Is  Starting  to  Change 
(GAO/T-NsiAi)-y2-i2,  Mar.  18,  1992). 
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NASA  Procurement:  Agencywide  Action 
Needed  to  Improve  Management  of  C'ontract 
Modifications  ((iA(  vnsiad  S2  X7,  M:nr.  2,  1992). 

Space  Shuttle:  nasa  Faces  Challenges  in  Its 
Attempt  to  Achieve  Planned  BiglU  Rafes 
(<:A()/NsiAf)-!»2-;t2,  Dec.  6,  1991). 

NASA  Procurement:  Management  Oversight  of 
Contract  Cost  and  Time  Changes  Could  Be 
Enhanced  (c.AO/NsiADfi-i".!*,  Sept.  30,  1991). 

Space  Project  Testing:  Vruform  Policies  and 
Added  Controls  Would  Strengthen  Testing 
Activities  (ga()/nsiai)-!>i-21s,  Sept.  16,  1991). 

Financial  Management:  Actions  Needed  to 
Ensure  Effective  Implementation  of  nasa’s 
Accounting  System  (gao/aj-tvio  i»i  7^,  Aug  21, 
1991). 

Management  Issues  at  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration 
(GAO/T-NS[Af)-OMS,  Aug  1,  1991). 

Space  Shuttle:  External  Tank  Procurement 
Does  Not  Comply  With  Competition  in 
Contracting  Act  (GA()/NsiAi)-8')-rt2,  Dec.  16, 
1988). 
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Aeronautics 

Leadership 


NASA  Aeronautics:  Efforts  to  Preserve  IJ.S. 
Leadership  in  the  Aeronautics  Industry  Are 
Limited  (CAo/T  NsiAD  'e  ii,  Mar.  18,  1992)- 
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Transition  Series 

Economics 

Budget  Issues  (gao/oo;  finriO- 

Investment  (ga()/<)C(  ;  !*h  2Tr  ). 

Management 

Government  Management  Issues 

(GA0/0<:G-!)3-3TR). 

Financial  Management  Issues 

(GA0/0CG-93^TR). 

Information  Management  and  Technology 

Issues  (GAO/OOG-ftl  r/FR). 

Program  Evaluation  Issues  (GAOAxcd  M.rR). 

The  Public  Service  (GAO/orG-e  j-ri  R), 

Program  Areas  Health  Care  Reform  ((iao/occ  <t;i-s'nO. 


National  Security  Issues  {v,Ao/ocv,m  \\ju). 
Financial  Services  Industry  Issues 

(O  AO/OCG  -93- 1 OTFJ) . 

International  Trade  Issues  (gaO/Ocu  .*  vi  rnO. 
Conunerce  Issues  (< : ao/oc(  : ;  »;m  2Th)  ■ 

Energy  Issues  (g ao/occ.  fta  i  ;n'R)  • 


PaKn  23 


GA<V(M'<;-9:»-27TR  NASA  Issu.-s 


TrHiiKilioii  S«‘rli‘!i 


Transportation  Issues  (hao/oci.  'xnn; ). 

Food  and  Agriculture  Issues 
((;a(  )/( )(■<;  MH-ivnO- 

EnvironnientiU  F^rott“ctioi\  Issues 
(OAi  >/(  )(■(;  !i't  H.Tli)- 

NaturaJ  Resources  Mana^’eiuent  Issues 

((iAt )/( K ■<;  !*•(  iri'K). 

Education  Issues  ((;a(  h  x  'i;  isiK), 

Labor  Issues  (c.Att.ocii  i'l  leiK). 

Health  and  Human  Services  Issues 
((iA(  )/<  >(■(; 

Veterans  Mfairsjssiu\s  (<  iA<  o  h  u  !i  i  jinc ), 

Housing  and  Coiniminity  I )e\  ('lopment 
Issues  (<  ;a<  >/<  •<  < ; 

Justice  Issues  (<;a<  »/<  »<  0:1!  j  n  k)- 

Internal  Revenue  Service  Issues 
((iAOAK  (i  !t,«-2  ri  H)- 

Foreign  Economic  Assistance  Issues 
((;a(  )/()(’( 
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Foreign  Affairs  Issties  ((;a<  vocc.-u  -ii.Tio. 
NASA  Issues  ((:A()/(H'(i-!t:!-27'riO- 
General  Services  Issues  ((iad/oco 
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